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KANT'S DOCTRINE OF THE SCHEMATA. 

WITH ONE accord the exegetists find in this subject of the 
"Kritik" no positive contribution to our knowledge. Pro- 
fessor Green (Vol. II, p. 39) says : 

"And since the "categories themselves are nothing else than the forms of this 
unity, as so exercised, nothing is needed to mediate between them and the objects. 
The ' Transcendental Analytic ' would have been much simpler if the account of 
the categories prior to the ' Deduction ' had been omitted. The categories then 
would have appeared in that separate form in which they are made to correspond 
to the classification of logical judgments (a classification which is only of value in 
relation to the syllogism, and which represents as little as the syllogism the process 
by which intelligent experience is formed). We should have had (1) what is fanci- 
fully called the 'Deduction of the Categories,' exhibiting the unity of apperception, 
derived from the presence of the ' transcendental ego ' to all feelings, as the condi- 
tion of the possibility of all experience, and then (2) without surplusage of distinc- 
tion between ' categories ' and ' schemata,' an account of the principles of pure un- 
derstanding (as given in the third section of the ' System of Principles'), i. e.. of 
' the general rules of unity in the synthesis of phenomena, ' as arising out of the 
application of the thinking unit to the ' manifold of sense, ' and thus involving 
' determination of time.' " 

I understand Professor Green to say that the schema is un- 
necessary and that it is unnecessary because the category and the 
object to which the category is applied have a common source in 
the transcendental unity. Since the object and the category are 
alike forms of the unity of consciousness, the category does not need 
any schema in order to apply to the object. Hence he speaks of 
the division into categories and schemata as a "surplusage of dis- 
tinction." 
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Prof. Edward Caird says (Vol. I, p. 435, "The Critical Phi- 
losophy of Kant"): 

" It is important here to observe that the schematism is made necessary simply 
and solely by Kant's view of self-consciousness." 

Again (p. 437) : 

" If we thus work out the idea of the universal and the particular, of conception 
and perception, in the judgment, we see that Kant's mediation of each moment by 
the others must necessarily reduce them to relative elements which exist only in 
this unity. The reciprocity of determination between the two terms, which is thus 
disclosed, reduces their difference into a difference of correlative elements ; and at 
the same time, it makes unnecessary the interposition of any middle term to con- 
nect them." 

Again (p. 439) : 

"We can, indeed, vindicate Kant to some extent by referring to what he else- 
where says, to the effect (1) that the synthesis of imagination, by which perception 
is brought about, is conformable to the categories, and (2) that the consciousness of 
self in inner experience is possible only in relation to outer experience. But when 
we make the correction necessitated by these two admissions, there is no longer any 
need to schematise the conception, with reference to its use as a predicate for per- 
ceptions given independently." 

I understand Professor Caird to teach that the schemata are 
unnecessary and to go to the point of vindicating Kant for this con- 
fusion into which he fell. Dr. Adickes in his edition of the " Kritik " 
(p. 171, note) says : 

' ' Das dunkelste Stuck der ' Kritik ' haben wir hier vor uns, von Manchen des- 
halb fur das tiefsinnigste gehalten. Verschiedenartige Losungen des Rathsels sind 
versucht, oft iiusserst verwickelte. Ich biete eine neue, sehr einfache, die freilich 
den Kantglaubigen sehr gewagt, wenn nicht sogar gottlos oder frivol diinken wird. 
Nach meiner Ansicht ist dem Abschnitt iiber den Schematismus gar kein wissen- 
schaftlicher Werth beizumessen, da er nur aus systematischen Griinden spiiter in 
den 'kurzen Abriss ' eingefiigt ist." 

Dr. Adickes thinks there is no difficulty to be met. The cate- 
gories are at work upon the objects and do not need any tertium 
quid to mediate. In the second place, if there were any such diffi- 
culty, it would be insurmountable. Kant creates the difficulty by 
following formal logic. 

We have given the interpretations of three leading students of 
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Kant. They insist that Kant's doctrine of the schemata is not an 
addition to the thought-movement of the "Kritik. " While the 
weight of this authority is alarming to any student, it is evident that 
the probabilities are against them. A great thinker does not err in 
his doctrine. He may fool himself, even as a child would, in setting 
forth the ultimate significance of his doctrine ; but the doctrine it- 
self cannot be vain. It is the expression of a thought-movement. 
It is like the arm of a man's body. The only possible mistake is 
one of use. 

What is Kant's doctrine of the schemata? It is a section in the 
analysis of the third subject in the " Kritik." First comes the ^Es- 
thetic, occupied with a study of space and time. Then comes the 
Deduction of the Categories. Then comes a deduction of the judg- 
ing-power {Urtheilskraft). The judging-power Kant considers from 
two points of view. First, there are conditions in the subject. Sec- 
ond, there are conditions in the object. That is, in order to put a 
category to work, there are necessary these conditions. The condi- 
tions in the subject are called schemata ; the conditions in the ob- 
ject are called principles {Grundsatze). I understand Kant to con- 
sider in the section called, Von dent Schematismus der reinen Ver- 
standesbegriffe, the conditions of the judging process, viewed sub- 
jectively ; and in the section, System aller Grundsatze des reinen Ver- 
standes, the conditions of the judging process, viewed objectively. 
These two considerations form the doctrine which he calls, Von der 
transcendentalen Urtheilskraft iiberhaupt. We are concerned with 
the first section, his doctrine of the schemata, that is, his doctrine 
of the subjective conditions of the judging process. Let us repro- 
duce his analysis. 

In the introduction (p. 168, Adickes's edition), Kant distin- 
guishes between the Verstand and the Urtheilskraft. The Verstand 
is the legislating activity — laying down rules ; the Urtheilskraft is 
the administrating activity — bringing an object under a rule. The 
first activity has been analysed in the Deduction. We are now oc- 
cupied with the Urtheilskraft. This consideration belongs entirely 
to transcendental logic. It is a study of the power of judging, not 
of the form of anything, — hence formal logic has nothing to say here. 
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This transcendental doctrine of the power to judge falls into- 
two divisions. I give Kant's words (p. 170) : 

' ' Das erste, welches von der sinnlichen Bedingung handelt, unter welcher reine 
Verstandesbegriffe allein gebraucht werden konnen, d. i. von dem Schematismus 
des reinen Verstandes ; das zweite aber von denen synthetischen Urtheilen, welche 
aus reinen Verstandesbegriffen unter diesen Bedingungen a priori herfliessen, und 
alien Ubrigen Erkenntnissen a priori zumGrunde liegen, d. i. von den Grundsatzen 
des reinen Verstandes." 

I understand that the first considers the judging power as it is 
in the subject ; the second, the judging power as it is in the object. 
Kant proceeds with his doctrine (p. 171) : 

"1. Whenever an object is brought under a concept, the representation of the 
object must be like-in-kind (gleichartig) to the concept — that is, the concept must 
contain that which is represented in the object. 

"2. The pure concept of the understanding is not like-in-kind to the empirical 
intuition, and can never be met in it. 

"3. How, then, can the empirical intuition be subsumed under the pure con- 
cept ? This is the problem to be solved. 

"4. The meeting-ground must be that which is like-in-kind to the intuition 
and the concept. 

"5. This mediator — on the one hand, like-in-kind to the concept, on the other,, 
to the intuition — is the transcendental Schema. 

"6. Time is a Schema. It is like-in-kind to the concept in two respects, — it 
is universal and rests upon a rule. It is like-in-kind to the phenomenon in so far as 
it is contained in every empirical representation of the manifold. 

"7. The necessity for the Schema cannot be escaped by supposing the catego- 
ries to apply to thought-objects, or to things-in-themselves. The category must 
apply to the object given in intuition. In the pure concepts there are, in addition to 
the categorising activity, form-conditions of the intuiting activity. And in these form- 
conditions are contained the conditions that let the category work in the object. 
This condition of a category is the Schema of this category. 

"8. The Schema is a product of the power to synthetise into forms. It is to- 
be distinguished from the image. The image (Bild) is the form for objects ; the 
Schema is the form for concepts. 

"9. The Schema is the condition of the image. The word 'dog, ' and the 
words, ' my dog, Jack,' stand for different processes. The one is general, the other 
particular. The power in the general process regulates the power in the particular 
process. The Schema is a transcendental product of the power to synthetise into 
forms ; the image is an empirical product. The relation of a Schema to an image 
is much as the relation of a category to an object." 
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Here the doctrine ends and then follows a description of the 
schemata as related to the categories. 

"a. Quantity. 

"The pure Schema of all quantities is number. 
"6. Reality. 

" Reality is the quantity of something as filling time. It is the finished 
synthesis. The Schema of this finished synthesis is the synthetising activity. 
' ' c. Substance. 

" The Schema of substance is permanence. 
" d. Causation. 

' ' The Schema of causation is law. [This seems what Kant wished to say . ] 
" e. Reciprocal Interaction. 

' ' The Schema of the reciprocal interaction of two substances manifest in 
their accidents is that the determination of the accident be at the same time 
and according to a law. 
"/. Possibility. 

' ' The Schema of that which is possible is that the synthesis of different 
representations must accord with the time-conditions. [Does he not mean that 
the Schema of the possible is the principle of contradiction ?] 
"g. Actuality {Wirklichkeit). 

"The Schema of the actual is existence in a definite time. 
" h. Necessity. 

" The Schema of necessity is the existence of an object continuously." 

Kant interprets his doctrine in the following way. The Schema 
of the category, Quantity, is the synthesis of time itself in the suc- 
cession apprehending an object. The Schema of the category, 
Quality, is the synthesis of the sensation with the representation of 
time. The Schema of the category, Relation, is the continuous 
chain of perceptions according to a time-rule. The Schema of the 
category, Modality, is time itself. The Schemata are thus a priori 
time-determinations according to a rule. They follow the catego- 
ries and relate to the time-series, the time-content, the time-order, 
and the time-totality. From this it is clear that the schematism of 
the understanding, through the transcendental synthesis of the 
imagining power, is no more than the unity of all the manifold of 
intuition in the inner sense. It comes thus indirectly to the apper- 
ceiving unity. 

I wish to consider the question of the schemata from two points 
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of view. First, Is there any such reality in the world of the mental 
process as Kant indicates? Second, Is his doctrine an adequate 
analysis of this reality? 

In the first place, Is there any part of the mental process we 
may call a Schema? Professor Green says, No. The doctrine is a 
"surplusage of distinction." 

" The peculiarity in Kant's view of the 'schemata,' as a tertium quid between 
the categories and sensible intuitions, arises from the separation which he makes 
between these as constituting severally the form and the matter of knowledge.' 
(Vol. II, p. 35.) 

This sentence explains the peculiarity in Professor Green's in- 
terpretation. The schema is not the kind of tertium quid that Pro- 
fessor Green imagines. The effort of Professor Green is to show 
that the category takes hold of the material immediately. This is 
Kant's doctrine also. The schema is not a bridge ; it is a third 
party that brings two other people together. The marriage of the 
two people may have been planned from the foundation of the 
world, but it was also planned that a third person should bring them 
together. Kant will admit the contention of Professor Green and 
still set forth his doctrine of the schematism. 

What is a Schema? 

How shall we explain the fact that Professor Green misses the 
doctrine of Kant? It is due to his point of view. Why should a 
point of view play such havoc? What is it? a category? an intui- 
tion? Do we not rather understand by it the way in which catego- 
ries are applied to facts? We ask a man to be careful of his view- 
point. He does not change his categories. He does not get a new 
set of facts. It is the view-point that explains the new conclusion. 
I know of no surer way to the discovery of the reality Kant saw in 
his schema, than an attempt to explain the power of the view-point. 

W e are told that Saul started from Jerusalem to Damascus 
upon a definite mission. He reached Damascus and did a work the 
exact opposite of that he intended. This change is explained in 
terms of an experience along the way. The change was so profound 
that the man took a new name, Paul. The facts did not change. 
The categories did not change. We say his way of looking at facts 
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changed. That is, there was a new condition for the application of 
the categories. This new condition stands above the fact and the 
category, and determines the application. We say it is an experience 
that determines a man's theology. There are types of experience. 
And a type of experience is a schema*. 

Professor Newton and a wild pagan stand on a hill and see the 
eclipse of the sun. To the pagan the event is the beginning of a 
series of horrible calamities to himself and his tribe ; to Professor 
Newton the event brings the most longed-for experience of the year. 
Are we to explain the difference in terms of a change of facts, or of 
categories. It will not do to say that one uses the category of 
causation. Causation is not a category, unless both men use it. 
The difference can be explained only by a series of schemata. Again, 
nature to Aristotle is not the nature that Helmholtz knows. Aris- 
totle could see no truth in the atomistic view of things. The doc- 
trine of atoms was to him unnecessary and contradictory. Why 
was there no place for an atom in the thought of Aristotle? Aristotle 
had no place for change. It was nothing real. It was simply an 
incident in the transition from the possible to the actual. When we 
see these two facts, we may understand why it was that physics, as 
a science, was impossible until thought had cast the forms of Aris- 
totle ; but this is after all an explanation of nothing. This break 
from the control of Aristotle, Lasswitz has called " der grosste 
Kampf, der auf dem Gebiete der Erkenntniss ausgefochten wurde, 
welcher im 1 7. Jahrhundert die aristotelische Physik sttirzte. " ( " Ge- 
schichte der Atomistik," p. 85.) 

What were the weapons in this royal battle of the seventeenth 
century? They were neither facts nor categories. The question was, 
how to apply categories to facts. And the victory was the victory 
of one way of categorising the facts. It was a battle between the 
schemata, — causality and substantiality. Lasswitz in his great 
work, " Geschichte der Atomistik," p. 78, says: 

' ' Die Entwickelung der Physik als selbstandiger Wissenschaft ist der Kampf 
gegen den aristotelischen Begriff vom Korper, die Emancipation von der Theorie 
der substanziellen Formen. Aber wissenschaftliche Begriffe werden nicht plbtz- 
lich durch die That des Genius geschaffen ; sie entstehen durch allm'ahliche Urn- 
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bildung der vorhandenen Erkenntnissmittel, durch Bewusstwerden bisher der 
Menschheit verborgener Denkmittel." 

Again, p. 44 : 

' ' Das Denkmittel der Substantiality beherrscht die gesammte Metaphysik, in- 
soweit sie vom Gedankenkreise Platons abhangig ist ; das Denkmittel der Causalitat 
hat in der modernen Wissenschaft seine Triumphe gefeiert." 

The power of Aristotle was the power of the schema, Substan- 
tiality. The substitution of causality, as a schema, for substan- 
tiality, was the condition of the birth of physics. 

Examples like this one, in which a revolution is made, can be 
multiplied. Lasswitz explains these revolutions as above pointed 
out. One Denkmittel is substituted for another. In the study of 
nature he finds the Denkmitteln, Substantiality, Causalitat, Varia- 
bility. These Denkmitteln of Lasswitz I call schema. And a revo- 
lution in any science, for example, the transition from alchemy to 
chemistry, is at bottom the substitution of one schema for another. 
If still further evidence is needed to prove that there is such a reality 
as Kant is analysing, let the reader consider this set of facts. His- 
tory tells us that human life grows by becoming more complex. At 
one time it is simple. One fact occupies its interest; the fact of 
the absolute. Then the fact of law is seen. Conduct becomes 
moral, and nature is orderly. Men are united and held firmly to- 
gether by a creed. Then a state or a church holds them. Nature 
is first orderly, then mathematical, then chemical, then geological. 
Human life is static, corrupt, progressive. Let these great facts 
be explained. 

Let the reader reflect upon these transitions until he gets the 
cause of them. Human life is moral, this moral life is religious, 
this religious moral life is first institutional, then individual. We see 
in nature caprice ; then we see mathematics everywhere. Is math- 
emathics, as a method of seeing things, to be explained in terms of 
the categories? Is the transition from the mathematical to the dy- 
namical way of seeing things to be explained in terms of the facts, 
or the categories? It seems, then, that consciousness in its move- 
ment into the complex, at every point of its enlargement, manifests 
a reality not considered in the analysis of Professor Green. It is 
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not a fact, it is not a category, it is that which determines the way 
we see things — the manner in which the facts are categorised. It is 
called a view-point. It is called an experience. It is called reli- 
gion. It is also called materialism. The name is legion ; the re- 
ality is something that makes us see things in a given way. It is 
infallible, but it is not universal. The only deliverance is to sub- 
stitute a like ruler. 

Our second point is to ask if Kant's doctrine is adequate to the 
reality. There is a schema. Is Kant's analysis of it satisfactory? 
What is a schema? It is that which renders possible the applica- 
tion of a category to a phenomenon. Does the category need any 
such mediator? Professor Green says, No. In a general way, we 
have shown that there is such a reality ; but let us see it work in a 
mental process. The schema of substance, says Kant, is perma- 
nence. What does this mean? 

Substance, says Aristotle, is "whatever may be the cause of 
being," — " 'the what' a certain thing is, on the removal of which 
the whole is taken away" (" Metaphysik," Bk. IV, Ch. 8). Sub- 
stance for the atomist is that which remains after the last possible 
division. (See "Lasswitz," p. 68.) 

Substance in the human life is that which persists forever. Sub- 
stance in the universal sense is that source of all things — absolutely 
self-contained — in which there is not even "the shadow of a turn- 
ing." Now I understand Kant to say that the condition of such a 
proposition is the schema, permanence. That is, permanence is 
that without which substance cannot be thought. Substance is, so 
to say, a definite permanence. But what is permanence? Is it any- 
thing else than a concept ? Yes, a vast deal else. It is a reality 
seen for the first time by the Hindu. It was Brahma. It was the 
schema of the ascetic life. It was one of the schemata of the Buddhist 
doctrine of Karma. It was one of the schemata of law in nature. 
It is also a power in the doctrine of institutions. The schema is the 
seed that introduces the tree into the earth. This is a condition of 
life. The mind declines to affirm that substance changes. It is the 
power of the schema. Its only means of release is to substitute evo- 
lution for permanence. This I understand to be the point £>i Kant. 
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But does Kant appreciate the reality he saw? He begins by 
saying that time is a schema. Then comes a caution. He next re- 
reminds us that a schema is not an image. Then he will deliver us 
from the dry and tedious analysis which the doctrine demands, — and 
will give a list of schemata, following the table of the categories. 
His conclusion is that : 

" Die Schemata sind daher nichts als Zeitbestimmungen a priori nach Regeln, 
und diese gehen nach der Ordnung der Kategorien, auf die Zeitreihe, den Zeit- 
inhalt, die Zeitordnung, endlich den Zeitinbegriff in Ansehung aller moglichen 
Gegenstande. " 

I see nothing in this conclusion at all adequate to the wealth of 
meaning in the schemata. Kant could not see Fichte and Hegel 
and Schopenhauer in himself. He insisted that they were not there. 
History has overruled him. Kant did not have the history of thought 
before him — and hence he could not give his " dry and tedious anal- 
ysis that the doctrine of the schemata demanded." The time had 
not come for an Entwickelungsgeschichte of the special sciences. 
Hence Kant could not see the power of the schema. But he saw 
the reality. He seized the fact ; he lacked the schemata for an ap- 
preciation of his discovery. He did not develop his mine. And 
this is our last word. 

H. H. Williams. 
University of North Carolina. 



